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V.— THE STRUCTURE OF DIONYSII HALICARNAS- 
SENSIS EPISTULA II AD AMMAEUM. 

With the plan and the specifications before one, it ought not to 
be hard to discern how far the completed work fulfils the contract. 
Dionysius, in the opening of his second letter to Ammaeus, sets 
forth so clearly the outline of his work and his method of 
procedure that discrepancies and omissions in the treatise as 
preserved to us may be easily detected. 

In response to a request of Ammaeus, Dionysius proposes first 
to repeat what he has previously said about Thucydides, and 
then to take up each point and adduce in proof examples from 
the historian. Accordingly, he begins with a passage from the 
De Thucydide Iudicium, quoted almost without change. He 
then proceeds to a detailed and systematic exposition of the 
statements made, and thereafter immediately brings the letter to 
a close. A careful comparison, therefore, of chapters III-XVII 
with the preliminary outline in chapter II (a passage fortunately 
supported by double tradition) should show us whether the 
treatise has suffered loss or disarrangement. 

The theses of chapter II may be disposed as follows: 

(#) e'nl pev Tr/s e/cXoyijj t&v ovoparav Tr/v Tp07Tl/cqv /cat y\a>TTr)paTi.KrjV /cat 
am)pxaiwpevit)v (cat £evtjv Xe£tc irapakapfiavav TroXXaiar aVri ttjs Kotvijs 
/cat avvfjOovs rots ku6 eavrov avdptonois, 

(J>) eir\ be raiv ax^pa-Tiaprnv . . . Tore pev \6yov i£ ovoparos noiav, 

(t) Tore be els Svopa avvayav rov \dyov' 

(a) (cat vvv pev to prjpaTiKov ovopariKms eKtpepav, 

(tf) avBis be rovvopa pr/pa itoi&v' 

\f ) (cat ahrav ye tovt<dv avaarpefyav ras xpiycretj, iva to pev ovopariKov 
<C^poo-rfyopiKov yevrjTai, 

\S) TO 8* rrpoarjyoplKOV ovopanKas^ 1 Xe'yijrat, 

(A) /cat ra pev jra#i;rt/ca pfjpara bpao-Trjpia, 

1 Iva rb pev bvopartKov Xeyqrat PG ; Iva to pev bvopaTCKov pr/paTLicbv, to de 
pqpaTiitbv ovopaTiitdv ?ieyj)T(u inpudenti interpolatione CD: orationem mancam 
ex © [De Thuc. Iud., c. 24, p. 867 Reisk.] supplendam esse vidit Reiskius. — 
Usener. 
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(1 ) Ta 8c Spaorrjpia naBrjTlKd * 

\J ) nXrjdvvrtK&v de Kal cviko>v dWdrrav raj <j>v<rets Kal dvriKaTrjyopmv Tavra 

dWrjKav, 
(kj 6rjKvKa t appeviKois Kal dppcviKa 6r)\vicois Kal ovberepa toiitomti crvvdnruv, 

c£ S>v 17 Kara <j>vo-tv aKoXovOia nkavarai' 
(/) ras 8c <Ct£i'> opopariKtov r) pcTOxtK&v irraircis totc pcv npbs to ot)pai- 

vdpcvov and tov orjpaivovros dnooTpc<p<ov, 
(ttl) totc be npns to o-qpaivov dnb Toy Ofjpaivopcvov' 

(n) CV 8c TOK 0~Vv8cTlKOlg Kal TOIS npoOcTlKOlS pOplOlS Kal CTl pSXXoV CV TOIS 

8iap8povo~i Tat tS>v ovopdrcov Svvdpcis noirjrov Tpdnov evefcovmafav. 
(o) irXctara 8' av Tts cvpot nap atrip tS>v o-xripdrcov, npoo-ancov tc dnoo-rpo- 

(jiais 
(p) Ka\ xpopav cvaWayats 
(g) <al TontK&v arrjpciao-cav pcracpopats c'^TpWaypcva Kal aoKoiKtcrpav 

\apj3dvovra <j>avTao~Las' 
(fy onwa tc ylvcrai npdypara om anpaTwv 
\S) r) arapara avTl npayparav, 
(J) Kal c'<p' S>v evffvprjpdrav tc Kal vorjpdrav at ptTa£v napcpnrao-cK jroXXai 

yivopcvai 8ta paKpov tx]v aKoKovdiav Kopifavrai, 
(tl) Ta tc cricoXia Kal noXinXoKa Kal 8vo-c£cXiKra Kal to. SXXa to. avyycvrj 

TOVTOIS. 

(Vj cvpoi 8 av tk ovk dXiya Kal tS>v dcaTpiK&v axo^dxiov Kciptpa nap avrty, 
Tas napio-a>o-cis Xcya Kal napopoiaxrcts Kal napovopaalas Kal dvTl&eo-Cis, 
cv als cnXcovaac Topyias 6 Acovnvos Kal 01 ncpt UaXov Kal AiKvpvtov 
Kal jtoXXoi aXXoi twv kot avrbv aKpao-dvrav. 

Now, how closely do the expository chapters conform to this 
outline? 

Chapter III deals with the first topic (a). Instead of the terms 

TponiKos, yXioTTrjpariKos, dnrfpxaiapcvos, £cvos, are found yXaxro-rjpaTiKos, 

dnripxaiapevos, 8vo-ciKaoros , and noujTiKos ; but these variations are 
unimportant. 

The following chapter presents a difficulty. It begins, it is 
true, with the subject of periphrasis (b), and ends with that of 
brachylogy (c) ; but as the text stands, the transition is not clear. 

The chapter reads : orav pcv odv piav Xc£iv citc dvopanKr/v citc pripaTiKrjV 

1 This is the reading of the manuscripts here and in the De Thuc. Iudicium. 
Kriiger wrote Tpomnuv, and has been followed by van Herwerden and Usener. 
It seems possible, however, to keep the manuscript reading and understand a 
reference to Thucydides' proleptic use of prepositions and adverbs of place, 
e. g. II 5, 29 ; V 52, II. This is favored by the coupling with XP^ VUV - 



318 AMERICAN- JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

iv tiKe'ioo-iv ovopaaiv r) prjpao-iv eMpepg wep«ppa£a>v ttjv avrrfv votjctw, toiovttjv 
jrot€i rr)v \i£iv ' ijv yap 6 &epioroK\rjs j3ej3aidYara Sij (piacoo? tV^u* SijXaxra? 
(cat 8ia(pep6i>To>s ti is avro paXXov eripov 3£ws davpdoat. (cat pf/v iv t<» 
cVtra0ta> yeypa<f>ev' ov8 av Kara nevlav, ex 6 "' Se n aya6bv bpatrai t^j< 
irShiv, d£ta>paTos dfpavela K(Ka>\vTai. (cat yap iv tovtois to o-rjpatvopevov 
notet tov \6yov toiovtov, a>? eVi tov AaKeSaipoviov Bpain'Su TedrjKev, ore 
pa%6pevos irept Hv\ov dnb rrjs veas Tpavparias yevopevos i£eireo-ev' " neo-ovros 
He avrov <j>t)o-iv "els rf/v irape^eipeaiav 17 dcnrij irepieppvr)'" ftoiXerai yap 
SrjKovv' " ireaovros Si avrov ?£a> Trjs veins ctti ret wpoi\ovra pep)] rrjs elpecrias, 

Kriiger's proposition to read for to or\patv6pevov, o-xiparlfav Svopa 
and regard mra nevlav as a substitute for jr<Vi?r pev &v, according to 
Dionysius' criticism, rori Si els Svopa ovvdyav t6v \6yov, is taken up 
by Usener, who, passing over van Herwerden's suggestion of a 
lacuna, 1 emends to o-rjpaivopevov to to o-vvropov and accepts the inter- 
pretation given by Kriiger to the passage. To this interpretation 
there are several objections. Apart from the fact that Kara neviav 
is scarcely more concise than wivtjs pev &v, the transition from 
periphrasis to brachylogy is made through (eat pf/v alone; an 
example is introduced before the statement of that which it 
illustrates ; and the passage violates the usage of the writer, since 
7T0Mi tov \6yov and similar expressions are throughout the epistle 
used with a personal subject. There seems to be no doubt that 
there is a lacuna after t6 oypaivopevov ; for (save here) up to the 
long citations in chapters XV and XVI, Dionysius uniformly 
points out the particulars in which he criticizes the passages 
quoted, and gives what is in his view a more natural rendering. 
In the present sentence, (cat yap iv tovtois t6 o-r)paiv6pevov is the 
introduction to this explanation. Compare chapter VII (p. 797, 
8), (cat yap iv tovtois; chapter X (799> 13)1 «<» yap ivravda; chapter 
VII (797, 4) and chapter X (799, 14), fy °"< T0 oripaivopevov. 

In chapters V and VI the use of nouns for verbs (a?) and the 
use of verbs for nouns {e) are considered in due order. 

The next topic in the outline (according to the emendation 
demanded by the text of the De Thucydide Iudicium) is the 
substitution of to •npoar^yopiKov for t6 ovopariKov and vice versa (/"), 
(£•). But since chapter VII opens with a question of voice (K), it 
is evident that a lacuna should be noted between chapters VI 
and VII. 

Chapters VII, VIII and IX handle, respectively, the use of the 

1 " Intactum reliqui locum corruptissimum . . . neque ipse reperi quod satis- 
faceret. Vereor autem, ne quid exciderit post oypaivdpevov." 
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active for the passive (k), the use of the passive for the active (*')> 
and interchange of number (J). 

In the succeeding chapters there is not a little confusion. The 
tenth has to do with gender, yet not as regards agreement (k~), 
but as regards word-forms involving an unusual gender, e. g. 
6 SxKos for 17 ox^tjo-is, to fiovXdpcvov for fj (UovXijcrir. The eleventh 
begins with the subject of declensional forms: iv oh Se ras irrwrw 

tS>v ovofidrav Kal t&v irpo<rr)yopiS>v (cal tS>v pero\S>v (tat <CtS>v^> (rvvanTo- 
fiivav Tovrots apdpmv if-aWdrrd tov (rvvrjdovs, ovtos a\ripa.Ti£ei tr\v (ppdcrtv ' 
but nothing is said here of the jrpor to arjpaivopevov dub tov arjpalvovTos 

of (/). The illustrative passage cited from Thucydides contains, 
however, an example of construction koto avveaiv, as well as 
examples of case-usage at variance with the customary idiom. 
The twelfth chapter treats of tenses ; and at the close there is a 
slight digression caused by the fact that a citation from Thucydides 
contains a solecism in point of agreement in case. The thirteenth 
chapter takes up the subject of grammatical versus logical agree- 
ment, a matter already touched upon in chapter XI ; but whereas 
gender was there concerned, the present section deals with vari- 
ation in number. The statement of the subject of the paragraph, 

however, — &rav 8« irpbs to oTjpaivov cmb tou a-rjpaivopivov npdyfiaros tt)v 
a7roarpo(ptjv Troitjrat ij irpos to arjpdtvopepop cmo tov aTjpatvoyroSt ovra>s 

o-xnpaTifa tov \6yov — supplements the statement in chapter XI in 
such a way that the two combined repeat the phraseology of (7) 
and (m), but with different division. Since the fourteenth chapter 

Considers the question of itpdyiiara dvri o~u>pnTu>v and o-apara dvr\ 

irpaypaTav, (r) and (j) — though in reverse order — it is obvious 
that much has fallen out between chapters XIII and XIV; and 
following the lead of Kriiger, later editors have marked a lacuna 
in the text. Transposition, moreover, is necessary in order to 
bring chapter XII into its proper place; for, as has been said, 
this treats of tenses (/), and is clearly a rescued fragment of the 
section lost. 1 The other irregularities seem the result of hastiness 
or carelessness on the part of the author. 

The remaining chapters — XV, XVI, XVII — explain in proper 
course the topics given in (/), («), (v) ; and, save the omission of 
irapovopaa-ia in the enumeration in chapter XVII, there is no 
discrepancy in the restatement of the points of criticism. 

Winifred Warren. 

1 A hint as to the exposition of (0) may be found in De Thuc. Iud., p. 935, 
15 sqq. 



